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Dear Examiner Sandy: 

In connection with the abov&referenced q)plicatkMi, endosed herewith fw filing is Applicant's 
response to outstanding Office Action dated June 6, 2009: 

FT ETTfON TIAC S 121 

As required under 35 U.S.C. § 121, ^licant respectfully elects a an^e disdosed spedes for 
posecution on the maits and, mraeovff, identifies claintjs aioompasang the elected spedes. >^licant 
re^)ectfiilly trava«s the Examiner's restriction requirement and dection; however, for puiposes of 
ending to this Office Action and to obtain examination, y^licant hereby requests than an dection please 
bereo(Hdedunder35U.S.C. § 121. 

While according to USPTO r^Mations the non-dected spedes should be withdrawn, as a result of the 



recoit August, 2009 tdq)hone conversation betweoi ApfA 



and the Examiner, Applicant is presenting 



substantiations bdow far his contentions that the embodiment designated by the Examiner as "Spedes 1 
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merits expansion to eKX)nq)asSs as well, "Species T and "Species 4" deagnated by the Examiner. 
It is exdusively based on the hope that sudi contentions will be persuade to the Examin^^, that Applicant 
piovisionally elects an "expanded Spedes for reooidatioa 

y^licant q)edGcally reserves the right to pursue in a divisional application the ^)ecies not elected 
herdn, and respectfiilly requests that the prosecution rdating to diis sqpplication continue with the claims as 
previously presented. 

CX)MMENTS RHATING TO ELECTION OF SPECIES 
Applicant maintains that the daims as presetted ess^itially redte mutually encompassing 
characteristics. Puraiing prosecution based the Examiner's contention that an election between diflfer^ 
Species is wairanted. Applicant respectfijUy aves that the embodimaits going forward in this piosecution are 
based on a crudform structure;, and as sudi, this feet ^Kxild be satisfertoiy towards adiieving fiom the 
Examine a dispoation fevorable to Applicant so that the daims as jHes^ited may be accqTtable. 

The structure at least of the embodimoits identified by the Examiner as Spedes 1 and 2 are variants of 
the same, and merdy redte diffoient embodimoits. As distiiiguished fiom Spedes 1, Spedes 2 (identified as 
New Fig. 42) disloses only one intraior surfece sloping in a gradioH, whereas, for example, New Fig 9 in 
Species 1 discloses two sloping interior surfeces. Applicant proposes that ndth^ the feet that Spedes 2 has a 
stmcture disclosing only one slq)irig interior surfece (as o(q[X)sed to the two doping intsior surfeces as 
id^ified in New Fig. 9 of Spedes IX nor the fea that New Fig 42 in Spedes 2, fijrther, specifically indicates 
a texture on the sbpirig gradient, wammts the inteqnetation that as an embodiment, "Spedes 2 ' merits its own 
"spedes". Applicant re^)ectfolly contaids that Spedes 2 and Spedes 1 should be considered memb^ of the 
same spedes ai^ requests that currently identified Spedes 2 be enoonqiassed by and oonadered as a part of an 
dected"e?q)anded Spedes 1". 
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The spedes idoilified by tiie Bcaminer as "Spedes 4" is not, in fed, a "stancUalone" oitirely separate 
embodiment, but rather, a potential anbodiment of an antenor back of at least an expanded dected q)anded 
Spedes 1. Spedes 4, iqjresenled in prosecution by dra«vii^g ^ 

stiddes and a magnetic dement far 1) maintaining the holdiiig of item(s) secuidy hdd in idation to the 
stiuctuie of a disdosed embodim^ and for 2) aflSxing said secure^ inserted itmi(s) to a wall-like sbucture 
(oflSce cubicle sq)arator, car door, neGig^Btor door, etc.) for di^lay dmougli use of peel-away sdddes or by 
use of a magnetized demoit, as disdosed by the sdid, tfaidc blade section in New Figs. 22 and 23, or 
ahematively, by the use of a push pin inserted thnoug^ the central hole stiuctuie disdosed in New Figs. 22 and 
23, wWdi is the primary contaiq)lated purpose of the stiudu^ As Spedes 4 is a potmtial back 

of an elected expanded Spedes 1 , Applicant, foither, re^)ectfully contoids that Spedes 4 and Spedes 1 should 
be considered members of the same ^)edes and requests tiiat currently identified Spedes 4 also be 
encompassed by and conadered as a part of an dected e9q)anded Spedes 1 . 

Applicant ie^)ectfiilly pro-oflfere that it ou^ not to be burdmsome on the Examina^ to seardi the 
invention as disclosed in the spplication as a foil seaixdi ance the prior art of all the disclosed ^bodiments of 
the invention overiap in scope The prior art to one embodiment ^uld be applicable to all the other 
embodiments, and the embodiments do not have a recognized diverge subject matter. The embodiments 
would not likely raise diflfaioit noibprior art issues under 35 US.C § 101 and/or 35 U.S.C § 112 first 
paragraph. There would also not be a serious seardi and examination burden if the restriction were not 
required 

CLAIMS 

The foBowing claims correspond to tfieelectfid"exp^ Spedes T: 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 55, 59, 65, 66. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicant is espedaOy efpiedatiwe of the Examina^ s efforts and of the extended oxirtesy relating to 
the re-sending and re<:aicu]ating of the time to res^xml to this outstandi ng Office Action as a resuit of 
^plicant's diang^ of address. 

Applicant intends to file a divisional plication idating to this pnoseculioa 

AppUcant re^)ectfi% requests the entiy of tfie amendments co^ 
^plication should now be in Gondidon fia- aUov^anca A notioe to tfiis eflfect is respectfiilly requested Iftfae 
Examino- bdieves that a fijither telq)hone confam:e^eeting with Applicant would be advantageous 
towards the dispoation of this case in a manner fevorable to Apfi&csaat^ the Examiner is requested contact 
AppUcant at anytime at the tdqjhone n^ A sqjaiate Request fi)r Two-Month Extaision of 

Time to Re^nd to this Office Action is bdng submitted in co-(M^^ AsApplicant 
has bera called out of the countiy on an uigent and unfixeseen &mily matter, the below "/S/" signature is 
deemed to constitute his effective and authorized signature Tliis Reqx)nse is beii^ submitted by fecsimile, as 

well, to: (571)273^300. 

An eariy and &vorable action is hereby requested. 

Date: August 31. 2009 Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ 

Jerome dasser. Applicant 
USPTO CXistomerNo. 40232 
Telephone: (973) 818-7845 
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